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OPINION 1113 

ALPHEUS NEPTUNUS DANA, 1852 (CRUSTACEA; 

ALPHEIDAE) STATUS OF NEOTYPE CONFIRMED 

RULING.- (1) It is hereby ruled that the specific name 
neptunus Dana, 1852, as published in the binomen Alpheus 
neptunus, is to be interpreted by reference to the neotype 
designated for that nominal species by Banner & Banner, 1972, 
Crustaceana, vol. 23: 24. 

(2) The specific name neptunus Dana, 1852, as published in 
the binomen Alpheus neptunus, and as interpreted by the neotype 
specified in (1) above, is hereby placed on the Official List of 
Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Number 2646. 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.) 2047 

An application from Dr Albert H. Banner and Mrs Dora M. 
Banner (Hawaii Institute of Marine Biology, University of Hawaii) 
for confirmation of the status of the neotype designated by them 
for Alpheus neptunus Dana, 1852, was first received on 18 April 
1973. It was sent to the printer on 24 October 1973 and published 
on 28 June 1974 in Bull zool. Nom. vol. 30: 203—204. No use of 
the plenary powers was involved. The application was supported by 
Dr A.J. Bruce (East African Marine Fisheries Research 
Organization, Mombasa, Kenya). No adverse comment was received. 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 22 November 1977 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper 
(77)24 for or against the proposals set out in Bull zool Nom . vol. 
30: 204. At the end of the voting period on 22 February 1978, the 
state of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative votes - fourteen (14) received in the following 
order: Melville, Holthuis, Eisenmann, Alvarado, Vokes, Sabrosky, 
Tortonese, Welch, Mroczkowski, Corliss, Starobogatov, Nye, Bayer, 
Ride 

Negative votes - one (1): Dupuis 

Abstention - Cogger 

Leave of Absence - Bemardi. 

Late affirmative votes were received from Brinck and Habe. 
No votes were returned by Binder, Kraus and Willink. 

The following comments were sent in by members of the 
Commission with their voting papers: 
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Holthuis: “Of course Dana did not have a holotype, but only 
syntypes; but that is not really relevant here.” 

Cogger: “I abstain from voting on the application as 
proposed. As Dana described Alpheus neptunus from more than 
one specimen and did not designate a ‘type’ or holotype, the 
possibility that one of the Museum of Comparative Zoology 
specimens is the holotype (para 4) does not arise. However, it seems 
clear that these specimens probably belonged to the syntypic series 
and that one of them would normally be chosen as the lectotype. 
Thus it seems to me inadequate simply to endorse the status of the 
neotype but in addition the Commission should revoke the type 
status of any other specimens, including the two probable syntypes 
in the Museum of Comparative Zoology.” 

ORIGINAL REFERENCE 

The following is the original reference to a name placed on an 
Official List by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
neptunus , Alpheus , Dana, 1852, Crustacea, in U.S. Exploring 
Expedition.. . 

1838. . . 1842 under the command of Charles Wilkes, USN, 

vol. 13: 553, pi. 35, fig. 5. 

The following is the original reference to a neotype 
designation confirmed by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
for Alpheus neptunus Dana, 1852, by Banner & Banner, 1972, 

Crustaceana vol. 23: 24. 

CERTIFICATE 

I certify that the votes cast on voting paper (77) 24 were cast 
as set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper 
has been duly adopted, and that the decision so taken, being the 
decision of the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the present Opinion No. 1113. 

R.V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
28th April 1978 


